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) STPACT

Fvaluated in four- studles comparing the learnlng of
synonyms by learning disabled. ?LD) r normal children were the
effects of four treatments: Yarying amounts of material to be
learned, varying amounts of practjice, varying stimulus
famlllar*zatlon, and varying assdciation value. Results were

inconclusive regarding optimal amount of material to be learned at °
ond time. LD students required, three times as many practice trials as
normal'Ss, thus stressing the Ampor*ance of drill for LD Ss. .

.,

Increasing the stimulus familiarization 4id not 51gn1f1cant1y improve
*he LD Ss' learning of synonyms. Flnally, both normal and LD Ss
learned more rapidly the high association syronyms, though tHis
treatment w&s more effective for normal Ss than for LD Ss. (DB)

o

-

AN ( : : | :

*****ﬁ%***********************************************************a***£
% ~ Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpubllshed

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort
# +o0 obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal
* reproducibility are of*en encountered and this affects the quality
* of the microfiche and hardcppy reproductions ERIC makes available
it
it
it
it

#* 3¢ 3 3 3 3

via +he TRIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *

supplied by EDFRS are the best that can be made from the original. %
****************************************************¢¢¢*********¢*****

. -

’

N . . ‘ )




= 4
- ce “ ' : .
¢ e o ’ . .
ot = ~_ v ' . . L S
2 \‘\.. ‘ ' . ' '
m A, (é ) / - . . ]
'\ & ! ' . . ) J
£0 . Symposium: Teaching Selected Reédlng Skills
Ny . - to Legrning Disabled Children '
T . : o e » . S L .
= » : S N
02y - S gl S
_ ‘ A . . NATIONAL INSTITUTE DF - }

A
. A
8
N
E freel
S
A\
NI
1 \) ‘ ’
JEce

* EDUCAJIDN
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
[+} * DULED EXACTLY A5 RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON.OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATEO DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE . .
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF .
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY '

v

Prototypes f£or Telching Word Meaning

Skills--Synonyms--to Learning
J‘\fDisabled ehildrent - ‘
q" \ B -

gefémiah H. Waites N

Educational Testing Service .

Prepared for Presentation to the
Internati®onal Federation of Learfning Disabilities
Second International Scientific Conference

on Learning Disabilities ’
January 3-7, 1975 _
Brussels, Belgium © .
. . o _

)

- ° ‘., i
4 ¢ “%“"\

1The Research reported herein was performed pursuant to a grant from the
National Institute of Education, U. S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare (NIE No. 202340. Contract No. OEG-0-71-4157(607):/ Grantees undertak-
ing such projects under Government sponsorship are encouraged to express

their professional judgment in. the conduct of the project. Points of

_view or opinions stated do not, therefore, necessarily represent official =
Office of Pducation position or policy. :

pet




{

" of the results is presented in Table l.y ¢

of learnlqg‘synqnyms.l - / Co _ ¥

_amgunts of materlal, praqt}ce, stimulus famlllarlz

) Prototypes for Teaching Word Meaning & P
o ", Skills--Synonyms--to Learning

3 Dlsabled Children ,
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/ Synonyms are ‘one of two or more words or e&pre551o s_that have the .

“ -

— e , -
same or nearly the samé meaning.’ Palrlng a new,lunkno word wit

4 / kY . ,

+

‘. -7‘ - l
. Cohen and Mus? ﬁgrave (LSBH), Underwood and S&hultz (196‘), Robinson and

Rarrow (192¢3 among others, ‘have described the’ néture and condltlons
a . . . 1Y

1 . ! ' . : - ’ ~ -
He sgudied four variables generally agreed -to be important in learning
synonymé with learning disabled (LD) and normal pupils. LD and normal_
puplls‘ synonyn1ﬂearn1ng was examined as they were exposed to different

. "-

ion, and degre//bf

association, The foll Qing is aswsummary of four studi
the effects of these varijables relating to the learnihg oi/g;nonyms by
LD and normal students. Data were sought relative to the followiny,
questions:- X
N .
1. Does the amount\of material influence LD and normal pupils'
learning of syndnyms? '

. 2. ‘Does the amount df practice influence LD and normal puplls
learning of synonyms? ‘ .
,
3. Does the amount of!stimulus familiarization tralnlh&,
influence LD and normal puplls learning of synonyms?:

4

\ e

L, ‘DOes‘tne degree of association value influence LD and normal
pupils' learning of synonyms? :

The sample was described by Dr. Jones. For these studies, pupils -

. ) D

in Cells S1T1 and S1T2 participateg¢. Dr. Allen has described the research,
: - ’ ) ’ .

design, data collection procedures ./ and statistical analyses used in all

studies in thii research program. A list of the variables and a summary

B
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’ Learning Disabled and Normal Pupils' L
. Responses to the Treatments ‘

 Amount of Material -

. ~ . - . . )
We studjied the effect of amount of material on the groups' syronym [

learning.. Thére were two trgatments. One treatment réceived a list of

3

three synonym palrs, Treatment 2 recelved a list of nine 5vnonym pairs.

~

Sj The normal Ss’ performance was slgnlflcantly superior to the LD's

. 7
£

performance. Treatment 1 was signiflcantly easier than Treatment Z. -z

< ~.

e e ' 7. g » '
. No significant progress was seen across trials, which seems tojh%Ve been

R .
. %i - a fuqction of the task. Treatment 1 was too easy, and.resulted in a «f
N - "n'
* task celllng effect ’I‘reatment 2 was too difficult, resultmg in a @\
‘learner-cgiling eﬁéect. Not any of the intgractions were slgnyficanttm’- o
¢ C - We are rep}gqating this study presentl&vusing_pther_amopnts of .
[ Y . - - .
material .seeking 10 find an optimum number of units.® f; .
‘ . 'Amount of Prae%i:% . ‘ a
‘{ ‘ o Another study 1nvest1gated the effét%&=g£=¥arlousLamounts of practice

on synonyms learnlng. There were 3 treatments or amounts of practlce»lq
his study. L
PR . o .
- All subjects received l27trials while learmning 9 syr.onym pairs.

-
The response measures were scores at‘the end .f U trials (Treatment 1),

! -

g 8 trials (Treatment-2), and 12 trlals (Freatment 3).

4

The resu&ts of the analysis of variance showed significant
<«

il

differences in the performance of the groups and significant differences
. - . S
in the various amounts of practice. )

»

-

-The performance of the normal subjects significantly surpassed the

"performance of the LD subjectgqmnder all three treatments. For the com-

"v

bined groups, performance after W trlals was inferior to performande after
% .

'8 and 12 tr1als ‘was equivalent.

'
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The significant Groups X Treatments interaction is important: ‘the

varying amounts of practice wgre not similarly effective for both groups.

The norma}l Ss imﬁkpved in performance betwgen Trials 4 a%g 8 and between
"v,

8 and 12.  The LD group decreased in perfofmangg between Trials 4 and 8

and increased in performance between 8 and 12. The LD Ss, after receiv-

.

ing the most practice (12 trials), were similar to the normal Ss after they

received the least amount of practice.

'

* -

These results suggest that different kinds of teaching techniques

- may bé needed with LD subjects. Although these results suggest the
impdrtance of drill and practice, the question of optimum length of task

is unresolved. T

Stimulus FamilidriZzation

-

In studying the effiﬁts of stimulus familiarization on learning
. ' f/' P . . e .
: synonyms, the treaﬁggnfs were variants of stimulus familiarization.
‘ Treatment 1 recgi%edﬁ% practice presentatipns of stimulus items preced-’ ! %
ing the sééogd'study‘list. Treatment 2 received 1 practice presentation
of stimulus item preceding the second study list. The response measure
' was the number of forrect responses on each of ,the four test lists.
¢ !
f\\\\} Results of the ANOVA showed no significant difference in treatment's

*ain effect. Both groups made significant progress over tridls, with the

normals: performing higher than LDs. The sigﬁi?isant ?roups X Trials

interaction suggests a slightly faster rate of learning by the normals.
Association Value ‘ .8
N ‘

Association value is related to meaningfulness which is important
in paired associates learning. Both treatments received 9 synonym pé&rs.-
For Treatment 1 the response numbers were one syllable, high association
CVC trigpams. The response members for Treatment 2‘we2e nonsense words

x of low assocgﬂtion value. The stimulus members for both treatments were
S S
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identical: higﬂ?fre&uency, one syllable English words.

.There yas a significant Groups X Treatments interaction. While both

*
~

groups progressed more, under Treatment- 1, the treatment«was morg effective
V .

for normal Ss. Both groups showid 51gn1f1cant 1mprovement across trials.

The other interactions were not significant. High assoc1at10n synonymg are

more easily learned by both groups. HoWever, LD groups do not progress as

Syﬂ::)sis | .

L | _ .

Amount of Material - P

EY

Amount of material refers to task size and length and has been shown

influential in learning. In synonyms learning we have as yet no clear cut

answer as tQ,the optimal amount of units to be learned at one time. We
. .

. . . . $
are concentraqifg,pther efforts now to identify the optimal number for .

. - L] .

LD children.

&

. * [ 3
Amount of Practice - . - .

Amount of ppacthe‘refers to the number of reinforced presentations

of the mate%}al. Our study showed a significant Gro&%s X Treatment igxa%-

-

’

action and indicates that LD pupils, after receiving 12 trialsw~in-lehrning

sygonyms, were similar 96 normals after receiving onl{ 4 trials,, thug ?
. : » , !
stressing ‘the importance of drill and practice for LD_subjects; however, -

L)

- o o 4 [ 2
we will know more about this interaction after further study of dength of,

’

i w0
task (amount of material). :

Stimulus Familiarization

» .
Familiarization with the stimuli or responses is one way to influence

meaning fulness, which is important in sgnonyms learning. Our work showed
that increasing the number of stimulus presentations unimpaired with the

response did not significantly improve LD's learning of synonmys. However,

this finding conflicts with results of our studies with retarded-pupils in

o (8) .
f . ..
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which stimulus fami%;arization‘was found to b4 efifective. Thus,

-

Associatiaqn Value

»

LY

.

needs to be done with this variable &s a teaching technique.

A

~ .

more

L9

-

-

A

.

Ascociation value is another aspect of meaningfulness which is
L] - . .

.

tant in uynonyms learning.

. K . .
As. a student learns synonyms he. uses two .
. BN ¥ , b . .
processes: the response learning stage and the associative hook-up stage..
- v

x
-

o . ) + . g i . . r‘/ . s s
- Previous research has indicated that high associaticn value i; bLeneficial.

Our findings agreé.

» ’ = .
synonyms. However, the treatment was more.effective for é;rmal suh

-

‘

.

Both groups progressed more under hig. association

-

4

.

H
-
.

¢

cts.

'High asuociation words should be used with LD children, realizing they

v will no* progress as quickly as normal children.
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